Responsibility to Protect Populations at Home and Abroad
About the topic: ‘Responsibility to Protect’ is an emerging norm in international law. It was proposed by several UN reports, not least as a reaction to the failures of the international community in the face of the 1994 genocide in Rwanda and the atrocities committed in Bosnia and Kosovo. The core ideas were formally adopted by the UN World Summit in 2005. There UN members committed themselves to protecting their own populations from genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing and crimes against humanity, by means of prevention and with international help. The Summit’s Outcome Document further reads: “we are prepared to take collective action, in a timely and decisive manner, through the Security Council, in accordance with the Charter, including Chapter VII [i.e. including the use of force], on a case-by-case basis and in cooperation with relevant regional organizations as appropriate, should peaceful means be inadequate and national authorities are manifestly failing to protect their populations”. The concept was first invoked by the Security Council in its Resolutions 1674 (protection of civilians) and 1706 (Darfur).
· The key implication: When governments fail to protect their own populations from the above crimes, their responsibility devolves to the international community which may—in case of failure of peaceful initiatives—resort to the use of force, i.e. to an armed intervention to prevent or stop these crimes from happening.
· Gareth Evans was a leading actor in drafting the mentioned UN reports. He is a major promoter of Responsibility to Protect, having delivered 13 speeches on the issue alone in 2007! According to him, state sovereignty can no longer be a ‘licence to kill’.
Open questions:

· Does the possibility of intervention opened by the 2005 World Summit translate into an obligation for Western states (at least), given their attachment to human rights?

· What makes for legitimacy of an armed intervention motivated by Responsibility to Protect? Is it possible to formulate conditions with general validity?
· What makes for international legality of such an intervention? Apart from the Security Council, can there be other sources of legality, e.g. when the situation is visibly critical and the Council is deadlocked?
· Some governments that participated in the adoption of Responsibility to Protect in 2005 are now ex post trying to cast doubts on the concept. How can this be averted?

· Does the concept of Responsibility to Protect herald an end to the era of national sovereignty?

· Is the entire concept justified as a universal principle or does it only reflect the Western ideology of human rights or the Christian doctrine of Just War?
Why Forum 2000:

· It is a global issue concerning in one or another way all countries (as potential intervenors or potential targets of intervention)
· It is an issue characteristic of post-Cold War world history and transformation
· It is an issue where values play a major and where much is to clarify at the levels of political philosophy, international law, and a dialogue respectful of culture-dependent diversity of views. That means, discussion is needed in the first place.
· There is a clear humanistic/humanitarian dimension.
· Gareth Evans, currently the most prominent figure of Responsibility to Protect, has a relationship with Forum 2000. He would most probably be willing to seize the occasion.

· Fundraising opportunities: mostly from private humanitarian-oriented sources, eventually the German political foundations (historical reminiscences of genocide)
· Partnership opportunities: UN agencies, ICG, other NGOs
